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“ PEAR NOT; FOR BEHOLD, I BRING YOU GOOD TIDINGS OF GREAT JOY, WHICH SHALL BE TO ALL PrROPLE.” 
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“wis MASKED Calvinism, stand you this test! Pass this ordeal! 
CALVINISM UN n Abide the scrutiny of this touchstone! thou 


Or, Calvinistic prineiples of Justice, as attributed 
to God, for the foundation of His Covenant 
with Christ, relative to the Atonement for sin, 
and man’s redemption from it, examined, and 
proved to be Unjust. 

(Continued from page 87. 

Having, in our last Number, advanced what we, 
with all sincerity and confidence, believe to be.the 
Scripture, and only true and consistent, doctrine of 
the atonement, we will now proceed to show the as- 
tonishing contrast between the T'ruth of God’s sal- 
vation, and the error of man’s invention; which has 
so many deluded followers and interested supporters 
at the present day. The propositions we shall prove 
and illustrate are the following :-— 

The orthodox doctiine of the Atonement, and sa- 
tisfaction for sin, is unjust, and abominably wicked ; 
and contradicts all the ideas and descriptions of 
goodness, which God has revealed to man. 

The orthodox doctrine teaches, that it is unjust 
to forgive an offence or injury, until the offender, or 
injurer, makes full reparation to the offended, or 
injured ; or until such reparation is made, by a third 
party, in his room and stead. 

A more abominable and inexpressibly wicked 
sentiment, was never generated in the mind of a 
very Devil! For the climax of wickedness is gained 
by the assumption, of the injured being justified in 
accepting the sacrifice and punishment of the inno- 
cent in the stead of the guilty; and accepting this 
commutation with perfect complacency and satis- 
faction. Had we in full possession all the treasures 
of the Indias, we would offer the whole as a premi- 
um for a description of infernal wickedness, which 
should exceed that of the orthodox doctrine of 
“ Atonement and satisfaction for sin.”* 

Does the naked truth alarm the timid reader? 
We hold up full to his view, an object to divert his 
attention, for a moment, from the dreadful picture, 
and quiet his fears. Read this—((>“ Be ye kind 
one to another, tender-hearted, forgiving one an- 
other [How ? On what condition?} even as God for 
Christ’s sake hath forgiven you.”+ (Ephes. iv. 32.) 





*We charitably exculpate a very large majority of Calvin- 
asts, from the odium of understanding the infamous doctrine 
and principles they have unwittingly embraced ! 

+ The phrase, “for Christ’s sake,” has a relation to the 
whole purpose of God, in Christ, (as Mediator for its ac 
complishment,) for a fallen world. Therefore Wakefield 
renders this passage, i. e. the passage ‘ God for Christ's 
sake,” —“ God in Christ.” As of Paul had said, “ Be ye 
kind,” &c. “and forgive one another just as God forgave 
you ; taking God's love manifested in Christ, as the pattern 
for a tender heart.” See Paul to Philemon 9 verse. 1 Cor. 
ix, 23. 2 Cor. iv, 5. Col. i. 24, for illustration. 








shalt be saved. Fail in this trial, and thou shalt de- 
scend, with thy hoary pretensions, to the blackness 
of darkness from whence thou camest. Behold the 
criterion! God's kindness, forgiveness, and tender- 
ness, are introduced by the inspired writer, and you 
are commanded to square all your principles and 
conduct, by God’s goodness and conduct. Your 
kindness must be even as God's kindness. Is there 
no kindness in God, until he is propitiated and 
made kind by a sacrifice? You must be equally fas- 
tidious. . You must be tender-hearted even as God. 
Is there no tenderness in God’s heart, until the in- 
nocent are made to suffer in the stead of the guilty 
offenders? Then you must exercise no compassiop 
or love for those who offend you, until you make it 
consistent with your character, by inflicting upon 
the innocent the punishment due to the guilty. 
Will God not forgive an offence, until he punishes 
his innocent Son, in the room of the offender ? 
Then you must do the same, you must “ forgive one 
another even as God for Christ’s sake hath forgiven 
you,” and visit upon the head of the guililess, the 
punishment due to the guilty. When your fellow, 
your enemy, does you an injury, you cannot forgive 
him, consistently with your character as a just man, 
unless you first punish an innocent person, and that 
person your own son. Then you can be kind, and 
tender-hearted. 

Again. Calvinism limits the atonement, such as 
it is, to a few, comparatively, and consigus the res- 
idue to endless wretchedness ; Calvinism’s god, by 
his decree of reprobation, excludes them from all 
forgiveness, and all kindness. Consequently, the 
Calvinist cannot forgive only a few, on any condi- 
tions ; because God, for Christ’s sake, forgives only 
afew. He must be kind as God is kind! Calvin 
himself, we presume, was consistent in faith and 
works, when he roasted M. Servervus! He imita- 
ted, as far as he could, the god of his imagination; 
and was as tender-hearted as his imaginary deity. 

What ideas of goodness and kindness, has God 
revealed toman? Ans. That goodness and kind- 
ness which is compatible with loving our enemies, 
and doing them good, hoping for nothing again. 
(Luke vi. 31—36.) And the declaration is posi- 
tive, of God, that “He is kind unto the unthankful 
and the evil.” This is God’s goodness. To be un- 
kind to the unthankful and the evil, is to contradict 
God. How does Calvinism stand this test! What is 
the conduct and disposition of the worst of men? 
Ans. They do not forgive their enemies. They are 
not kind to the evil, and the unthankful, They 
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revenge; and their revenge, when taken by roast- 
ing their enemies to death, renders their pardon, 
if granted, of no avail to their enemy! Is it not 
abomunably wicked, instead of forgiving an enemy, 
to put him to a cruel death ? The honest candid man, 
must answer, Yes. Do not God’s principles of good- 
ness forbid this, and require a contrary treatment of 
our enemies? Yes. Does not God require of man 
to forgive his enemies, because God forgives His 
enemigs? Yes. Does not God require of man 
to Turf all his enemies, and to do good to all, 
because God is “ good to all, and his tender mercies 
are over all his works?” ‘This also must be answer- 
ed in the affirmative. Is not God a “ Just God and 
a Saviour?” Yes. Is not man unjust, when, in- 
stead of being like God, a Sariour, he becomes a 
destroyer? Yes. Answer, then, one more question, 
honestly—Is not the orthodox doctrine, (i. e. the 
Calvinist’s doctrine,) of the atonement, and satisfac- 
tion for sin, unjust, and abominably wicked? Is 
it not a contradiction of all the ideas and descrip- 
tions of goodness, which God has revealed to man? 
And is it not so, because it teaches that it is unjust 
to forgive enemies, without satisfaction is made ; 
when God teaches that we must forgive and love 
our enemies, and do them good, hoping for nothing 
in return? Yes. By all the ideas of goodness we 
have ever received from God, or learned from his 
works, and revelation made to man, by all his love 
manifested in Christ, we must answer—YES! 

Reader, What kind of a world should we have, if 
the Calvinist’s principles of justice, atonement, and 
satisfaction, were universally influential upon the 
minds of men? Every bosom would be steeled 
against the cries of the miserable, by astern, impla- 
cable justice, which nothing could appease or soften, 
save the blood, and tears, and groans, and life of the 
offender; or, what is more horrible, the sacrifice of 
the innocent in his stead. Every avenue to mercy 
and kindness would be closed for ever, to the mul- 
titude ; and only a few be permitted to share the 
blessings arising from social affections, or the kind- 
ness of afriend. Criminals, gibbets, instruments of 
torture, and cruel executioners, would assail us at 
every corner; while the blood of the victims would 
deluge the earth, and the smoke of the fires dark- 
en the sun. The fair field of the Creator’s boun- 
ty, which now blooms where the benign principles 
of the Gospel of Christ are promulgated, would be- 
come dismal as the fabled Hells; and its rulers out- 
devil the murky fiends of Cerberus’s dark abode. 

Away with a picture so dismal, and principles 
whose analysis contains an utter rejection of all the 
love and justice of God, and are at war with every 
endearing relation which can bind man to bis fellow, 
or connect with one consoling reflection, the events 
of time with the destinies of eternity ! 

Let the truth come and wash away the stain. Let 
the glory of the divine realities, the love and justice 
of the great Father, be viewed by every eye, and the 
heavenly principles of the God of our salvation, 
reign in every heart. Then, all that Eden was, 
when Adam stood in innocence, and guiltless Eve 


will not pardon an offence, until they have their | 











in the beauty of the Creator’s image, will be reaj 
ized, and earth again be Heaven! 

Let the Calvinist answer the question—How x1, 
the exercise of principles which would convert the 
earth into a hell, produce happiness in heaven? How 
can the exercise of loving kindness, in which the 
Lord delighteth, cause misery here below? A de- 
scription of that society, community, nation, or 
world, who made the justice, love, and goodness of 
God, as manifested in Christ, the law of their con- 
duet, and the rule of their life, would be a descrip- 
tion, so far as mortal tongue could speak, of Heaven. 

The law of Lore, would be the sopreme law. 
The only ambition which could impart an impulse 
to the heart of man, would be the ambition of com- 
municating happiness; and assuaging, by kind of- 
fices, every ill. Evil would be-overcome of good. 
The jealousies which now poison the peace of the 
world, and foment ten thousand discords, would for 
ever be swallowed up in love ; and gentleness quiet 
the storm of passion in every heart. War and blood- 
shed would cease. Competition would exist only in 
a rivalship in acts of kindness; and mercy, with her 
good fruits, exterminate cruelty from the easth, 
The ornament of a quiet spirit, would be the only 
badge of distinction, and the treasure of the mises 
be poured into the lap of the widow and the father- 
less. A family of brothers, all heirs to the glory of 
their Father, would constitute a nation, whose king 
would be the King of kings, the Lorp of Hosts. 
Such, universally, would be the effect of the uni- 
versal beneficence of God, reigning in the hearts, 
and ruling in the understanding of mankind. Such 
is the reign of God, the kingdom of heaven. Who 
ean refrain from praying, from the heart, “ Father 
in heaven, thy kingdom come ;” when that kingdom 
is “ righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy 
Spirit!” Who will not continue the petition, and 
ask, that “Our Father's will may be done, in earth, 
as it is in heaven,” when assured, that God’s will is, 
that “all may be saved, and come unto the know- 
ledge of the truth’ And what heart so hard, what 
mind so blind, and estranged from good, as not to 
rejoice in the truth, that “Our God is the God of 
Salvation,” that our “ iniquities are blotted out as 2 
cloud,” that we are redeemed, and shall be heirs, 
one and all, to the glories of another and a better 
world! 

Note—We shall conclude our remarks, in our 
next Number; when we will endeavour to show the 
proper signification of several passages which have 
been supposed to favour the doctrine of a vicarious 
sacrifice, imputed righteousness, &c. 

(Concluded in our next.) 
—<>_"—- 


EXCOMMUNICATION 
OF DEACON HEART. 


(Continued from p. 85.) 
-1 few observations on sundry passages in Dr. 
Edwards’s examination of Dr. Chauncy. 
, In a Letter to a Friend. 
Dear Sir—As Dr. Edwards very justly observes, 
“ A cool discussion of the doctrines of religion, upot' 
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the ground of reason and revelation, is undoubtedly 
one of the best means of investigating truth. To 
point out the inconsistency and absurdity of an er- 
roneous system, and even to set them in the most 
glaring light, is not at all inconsistent with this 
mode of discussion.” He has accordingly endea- 
voured to point out, and to set in the most glaring 
light, the inconsistency and absurdity of the doc- 
trine ef Universal Salvation; and in his conclusion 
says, “I have no apprehension that the doctrine of 
endless punishment will suffer at all, by a thorough 
investigation.” If the doctrine is true, it certainly 
will not. The same may be said respecting the 
doctrine of Universal Salvation. 

Although the Doctor has discovered much inge- 
nuity, in bis remarks upon Dr. Chauncy, and un- 
doubtedly has pointed out some inconsisteucies in 
that author, yet it is possible that Dr. Edwards 
himself, may not be altogether free from inconsist- 
encies. To me it appears that he is not. I shall 
therefore venture to make a few observations upon 
sundry passages in his examination of Dr. Chauncy. 
In doing which, I wish to imitate the pleasing can- 
dor he has recommended; and which ever ought to 
te exercised in a “cool discussion” of any contro- 
verted point. 

After stating the question, “ Whether it be con- 
sistent with the goodness of God, that any of man- 
kind be doomed to endless punishment, consisting 
in misery?” the Dr. observes,—* This question is 
not now to be considered with any reference to the 
atonement of Christ; or the argument in favour of 
Universal Salvation, drawn from the Divine good- 
ness, does not depend at all on the atonement. To 
argue from the atonement, is not to argue from 
the goodness merely, but from facts, from the gos- 
pel, from particular texts, or from the general na- 
ture of the gospel. The argument is this, Christ 
hath made atonement for ail, therefore all will be 
saved. But that this argument may carry convic- 
tion, it must first be made evident, that the atone- 
ment did respect all mankind, also, that it is the 
intention of God, to apply the virtue of that suffi- 
cient atonement, to the actual salvation of all.” 
Chap. VIII. page 133. 

With reference to this passage, I think it may 
justly be observed, that, If salvation is in conse- 
quence of the atonement, and the atonement is in 
consequence of the Divine goodness, then salvation 
is from the Divine goodness, by means of the atone- 
meat. To argue from the atonement, therefore, is 
the same as to argue from the Divine goodness 
merely. And that the atonement did originate from 
the divine goodness, it is presumed Dr. Edwards 
himself will not dispute. To argue from facts, from 
the gospel, from particular texts, or from the gen- 
eral nature of the gospel, provided all these are in 
consequence of the divine goodness, is just the same 
as to argue from the divine goodness itself. What 
(iod hath joined together, why does Dr. Edwards 
endeavour to put asunder? 

“ That the atonement does respect all mankind,” 
Is it not strange this should be disputed, by those 
who profess to believe that the future punishment 








of the wicked will be aggravated on account of their 
rejecting it? If it does not sespect them, why is sal- 
vation offered to them? and why do they deserve an 
aggravated punishment for not accepting the offer ? 

The definition of the atonement, which the Dr. 
has given, compared with his definition of sin, will 
not agree with the supposition that the atonement 
respects only a part of mankind. “The very idea 
of sin,” he says, “is damage done to the universe.” 
And “the very essence of the atonement, is some- 
thing done to repair the damage done, by sin, to the 
universe.” (page 152.) 1 woald here ask, Is there 
no damage done to the universe by the sin of those 
whom the atonement has no respect to? If there is 
not, then, according to Dr. Edwards’s definition, it 
is no moral evil. If their sin has done a damage to 
the universe, then according to his definition, the 
atonement certaifly respected them, so far as to re- 
pait the damage their sin has done. And if the 
damage done to the universe, by their sin, is repair- 
ed by the atonement, then distributive justice, ac- 
cording to Dr. Edwards, has no demand upon them, 
and all propriety of their punishment is superadded. 

“With regard to a just punishment, let it be ob- 
served, (says the Dr.) that any crime, by relaxing 
the laws, and by weakening the government, isa 
damage to the community, and deserves just so 
much punishment, as, by restoring the proper tone 
of the laws, and proper strength to the government, 
will repair that damage.” (page 82.) Now, if the 
atonement has restored the proper tone of the divine 
law, and proper strength to the divine government, 
which was relaxed and weakened by sin, and so re- 
paired the damage done to the universe by sin, for 
what end should the sinner be punished ? If crimes 
deserve just so much punishment as will repair the 
damage done to the universe, when that damage 
is repaired, let it be done, either by their suffering a 
punishment sufficient to answer that purpose, or by 
the atonement, or in any other way, then justice is 
satisfied, and can have no further demand ; for a re- 
paration of damage is all that it ever required. 

If Dr. Chauncy has failed in attempting to prove 
that endless punishment would be inconsistent with 
the justice of God, Dr. Edwards has proved (if his 
definition of sin, and of the atonement is just) not 
only that the endless punishment of the sinner is not 
just, but that God cannot, in justice, punish the 
sinner at all! 

That the atonement is sufficient, so that none of 
mankind will fail of salvation on that account, is not 
disputed by Dr. Edwards. He says, “ God is infi- 
nitely good, because he has given and adopted a 
scheme of providence and of grace, which will ac- 
tually prevail to the final salvation of all, if it be not 
neglected, or perverted by men themselves.” (page 
140.) But, if in the scheme of providence, and of 
grace, a sufficien? atonement is provided, the essence 
of which is to repair the damage sin has done to the 
universe, what can men do to prevent it ? Will their 
rejecting the offer of salvation alter the nature, or 
in the least diminish the value of the atonement ? 
Does their compliance with the scheme of provi- 
dence, and of grace, belong to the very essence of 
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the atonement? If so, then the atonement dues not 
consist merely in what Christ has done; for if that 
is, in itself, sufficient to repair the damage sin has 
done, it must be so, notwithstanding the sinner’s re- 
jection of it. Whether it be “ the intention of God, 
to apply the virtue of that sufficient atonement, to 
the actual salvation of all,” may be a question ; but 
that he cannot, in justice, inflict any punishment on 
the sinner, is most certainly implied in Dr. Ed- 





wards’s reasoning. 

If the atonement is considered under “ the literal 
low notion of paying debts, and repairing damage,” 
it will most certainly prove (as Mr. Smalley has de- 
monstrated, in his Sermon from Rom. iii. 24.) that 
unless the obligatory merit, be in something the sin- 
ner does, and not in the atonement, God cannot, 
consistently, inflict any punishment upon any sin- 
ner; but is bound, in justice, to save all mankind. 

Whether Mr. Smalley’s definition of the atone- 
ment is preferable to what was generally held, “ by 
ancient and more modern divines,” especially, by 
the venerable “Mr. Hooker, and president Ed- 
wards ;” agreeably to which Dr. Edwards has defi- 
ned it, or not; I think Universal Salvation is en- 
sured by either. For if “God can, consistent with 
just law, and good government,” pardon and save all 
sinners, is it not as certain, from the infinite bene- 
volence of his nature, that he will do it, as if he 
was under obligation, in point of justice, for value 
received? If, in one case, we should be warranted to 
make a haughty demand, why not, in the other, to 
have a humble, yet confident reliance ? 

If, instead of considering the divine plan by piece 
meals, and putting asunder what God has joined 
together, we should consider and argue from the 
divine plan entire, it would help us to avoid those 
inconsistencies into which, it appears to me, that 
considering and arguing from one part abstract fiom 
the other has involved Dr. Edwards. 

The existence of any part of God’s plan, supposes 
the existence of the whole; and all has one uniform 
tendency. Whatever the advocates of endless pun- 
ishment are obliged to suppose, in order to support 
that doctrine, so obviously inconsistent with the in- 
finite goodness of God, there can be no opposition, 
or contrast of his adorable perfections. Neither can 
there be a tendency in one part of the divine plan, to 
supercede or frustrate his designs in the other parts 
of the same plan. 

The created system is a complicated machine, 
and is so constructed that every part tends to render 
the whole complete. And however various, and 
seemingly contrary to each other, the different parts 
appear to move, yet the ultimate tendency of all, is 
into one and the same end. This is as really true 
with respect to the volitions and actions of moral 
agents, as it is with respect to the events that take 
place in the natural world, or the inanimate cre- 
ation. 

All nature is but art, unknown to thee. 

All chance, direction, which thou can’st not see. 
All discord, harmony not understood. 

All partial evil, universal good. 

And spite of pride, in erring reason’s spite, 
Once truth is clear, whatever is, is right 


ng 


From nature's chain, whatever link you strike, 
Tenth, or ten-thousandth, breaks the chain alike 


Pope's Essay on Man 


If the divine perfections are all comprehended in 
benevolence, and ‘ God is love,’ and if his design is 
to exhibit to the view of intelligent creatures his 
real character, then, how can any thing exist, as a 
part of his plan, which, on the whole, is a real evil 
to any part of the system? Perhaps the most diffi- 
cult question, in the whole system of theology, is, 
How is it consistent with the infinite benevolence 
of the Deity, that moral evil, and in consequence ot 
that, natural evil should exist? And, on the suppo- 
sition that moral evil renders the subject of it, or the 
sinner, who is a creature of God, positively ill- 
deserving, so that he really becomes an object of 
the divine hatred, instead of an object of his bene- 
volence, and that God will take pleasure in making 
the creatures he has made, ultimately miserable, it 
appears to me, to be impossible the question ever 
should be answered ; for it most certainly involves 
a plain and direct contradiction. 

It we should suppose the whole system of created 
intelligencies were to be ultimaiely miserable, 
should we not conclude the author of such a system, 
instead of being infinitely benevolent, was infinitely 
cruel? But it is as supposable that the whole, as that 
a part of the created system, should be made thus 
miserable. For every part is equally dependant on 
God; and nothing but his infinite goodness prevents 
the whole, or any part from falling into misery, or 
annihilation. 

It would imply no absurdity, or contradiction, or 
be any ways inconsistent with the infinite goodness 
of God, to make the whole created system misera- 
ble, for a season, provided such temporary misery 
might be an occasion of happiness. But the suppo- 
sition that the existence of any individuals should 
terminate in misery, (whatever temporary good they 
may enjoy)is inconsistent with every idea of any 
benevolence of the Deity towards them; and im- 
plies that their very existence isa curse. ‘To say 
the sinner deserves this misery, will not solve the 
difficulty ; unless the possibility of the existence of 
such positive ill-desert can be proved, which is as 
impossible as it is to prove, that creatures can injure 
the Deity, or frustrate his designs. 

It is as impossible, in the nature of things, for 
creatures, altogether dependent upon God, who are 
in his hand “ as the clay in the hand of the potter,” 
and who, in all they do, are only the instruments of 
fulfilling his purposes, should ever merit, or deserve 
any thing at his hands. Neither their good, or evil 
can extend to him. “If they are wicked, what do 
they against him? Or if their transgressions are 
multiplied, what do they unto him? If they are 
righteous, what give they unto him? Or what re- 
ceiveth he at their hand?” All that creatures receive 
from God, flows from his unmerited love. And 
every divine dispensation is an expression of his 
infinite benevolence. He is no less kind in punish- 
ing, than he is in rewarding his creatures. For it is 
a contradiction to suppose that a Being who is love 





itself, should have any malevolent design. 
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The Justice of God, being a branch of his benev- 
olence, as well as his mercy, it is absurd to suppose 
it requires any thing inconsistent with the good of 
his creatures. As the precepts of the divine law, 
are all calculated and designed, by the Supreme Le- 
gislator, to promote and secure the happiness of his 
creatures, so likewise are its penalties. The atone- 
ment (whatever is implied in it, or whether it has 
ever been fully understood, or rightly explained, or 
not) is designed to answer the same benevolent 
purpose. The perfections of God, the precepts and 
penalty of the divine law, the dispensations of pro- 
videuce, the existence of sin, the atonement of 
Christ, and the gospel of God’s grace, harmoniously 
conspire to promote one grand design; that is, 
the glory of God, displayed ina happy system. 

Dr. Edwards has laboured abundantly to prove 
that, unless there is a positive ill-desert in sin, even 
a desert of “endless punishment, consisting in mis- 
ery,” itisno moral evil. To all which I answer.— 

This depends altogether upon the ideas we affix 
to the term moral evil. If we understand, by it, 
something which in fact, injures the Deity, or im- 
pairs the good of the system, it does indeed imply it. 
But, if by moral evil, we understand the voluntary 
Opposition of finite creatures, to the character and 
government of God, which renders them miserable 
and wretched, incapable of being happy under the 
divine government, so long as that opposition re- 
mains, and for which they deserve punishment, as 
a Means to subdue that opposition, and subject them 
to God’s government, it does not imply it. 

The objection against the doctrine of moral ne- 
cessity, the certainty of all events being established 
by the predetermination of the Deity, and that men 
have not a self-determining power of will, so as to 
originate their own volitions, that it destroys moral 
agency, and makes men mere machines, is quite as 
plausible, and, on supposition of a positive ill-desert 
in sin, it appears to me, is unanswerable. Moral 
agency as much implies a power of acting independ- 
ent of the Deity, as moral evil implies an injury 
done to him; or damage to the universe. If we 
could suppose it possible that any beings existed, 
independent of the Deity, who had a self-determin- 
ing power of will, we might then conceive, that God 
might be injured, his designs embarrassed, his whole 
plan fiustrated, and Omnipotence itself dethroned. 
We might then suppose there were objects of his 
hatred, in a strict sense, and that, if it were possible, 
he would utterly destroy them. But even, in that 
case, was it supposable, we could hardly conceive how 
it would be consistent with his character, as a bene- 
volent Being, to make them interminably miserable. 

Positive ill-desert, if thereby it be meant that, on 
account of which it becomes reasonable and fit to 
inflict never-ending punishment, apppears to me 
can never exist. A just punishment, I conceive, 
can never be inflicted but upon principles of uni- 
versal benevolence ; which will include the final 
and ultimate good of the sufferer, as well as the 
good and safety of the community at large, and the 
support of law and government. 

(To be continued.) 
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ACCEPTABLE PRAYER CONSIDERED, 
“ And this is the confidence that we have in him, 

that, if we ask any thing according to his will, 

he heareth us; and if we know that he hear us, 
whatsoever we ask, we know that we have the pe- 

titions that we desired of him.” 1 John v. 14, 19. 

It is not uncommon to hear a man say, “i have 
not the gift of prayer.” Or, such an one “ has the 
gift of prayer.” Or, that man is “very able in 
prayer.” When a man, as the saying is, makes a 
very long prayer, and introduces or repeats the same 
sentiments several times, in varied language, and 
with studiec expressions, it is generally said, The 
prayer is excellent. We are of the opinion that the 
prayers uttered in the Churches generally, would be 
amended, if those who make them, when they arise 
to address the Majesty of Heaven and earth, should 
hear an audible voice address them, saying, Re- 
member, when you pray, you pray to God; when 
you preach, you preach to men. 

The exhortation of Christ is admirably appropri- 
ate, and deserves the constant and serious consider- 
ation of allmen. It is this—* When ve pray, use 
not vain repetitions, as the heathen do: for they 
think that they shall be heard for their much speak- 
ing.” He adds—“ Be ye not therefore like unto 
them; for your Father knoweth what things ye have 
need of, before ye ask him.” (Matt. vi. 7,8.) Let 
this argument, or reason assigned by Clirist, be re- 
ceived as quite sufficient. Consider the proposition. 
God, our Heavenly Pather, knows what things we 
need, before we ask Him. It is not to inform our 
Father of our wants, that we pray to him. is God 
acquainted with our condition? Yes. Is He willing 
to grant us all that we can consistently ask? If this 
is not answered in the affirmative, must it not follow, 
thitwe move the Deity, and that He changes his 
mind or will, at our request? Let every man, when 
he is about to address his heavenly Father in prayer, 
ask himself, What confidence have lin God? Have 
I this confidence, that it | ask any thing according 
to His will, he heareth me; and if I know that He 
heat me, whatsoever I ask, I know that I have the 
petition that I desired of Him ? Can any man in his 
senses, who believes that God is superior in power, 
wisdom, and goodness to himself, ask God to do 
contrary to his will; that is, contrary to his power, 
wisdom and goodness? We think not. It then fol- 
lows, that all must admit, that God’s will is best. 
That God will grant no petition contrary to his 
will. And that God is favourable or gracious to 
inan, of His goodness, and not because man impor- 
tunes Him by prayer and supplication. 

The form of prayer which Christ taught his dis- 
ciples, is a sufficient exposition of the nature and 
design of prayer. Although the expressions amount 
to a particularizing of the good that is asked to be 
conferred, and the evil to be delivered froin, there is 
not the most distant allusion to the time when the 
benefits are to be conferred, generally ; save in the 
request, “ Give us, this day, our daily bread,” which 
is a humble confession of our entire dependence 
on God for our very existence. God’s kingdom ic 
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rance, to decide. Also, the request to be delivered 
from evil, leaves the time and manner altogether 
with God. This admirable prayer concludes with 
a solemn affirmation; which 1s the import of the 
term rendered men. As if the party should say, 
at the conclusion of the supplication, Without any 
reservation, I mean all that I have said, certainly. 
Therefore, it is the nature of prayer, to commune 
with God, as children ought to commune with a 
Father. It is the design of prayer, to express our 
confidence in our Father. Not to deprecate the cruel 
vengeance of an enemy, by a slavish address. Nei- 
ther to conciliate the favour of a partial being, by 
fulsome flattery, and disgusting repetitions. 

The course pursued by our Saviour, is deserving 
of particular remark. While the Pharisees, the holy 
men of the day, who surrounded him, were making 
long prayers, and regarding their fellows with super- 
cilious scorn and contempt, Christ was teaching the 
people the character and purposes of God, their 
heavenly Father. No reproof came from his lips, 
to any of the children of men, blaming them on ac- 
count of not praying in their families, and in public, 
to the God of heaven. But a terrible reproof was 
uttered against the Pharisees and hypocrites, for 
their long prayers, which were made to be seen of 
men. The Saviour well knew, that so long as man- 
kind were ignorant of God’s character, they could 
not pray acceptably, nor receive any profit from their 
supplications. Therefore, Mis first effort was to 
teach them the character of God, believing witha 
prophet, that “they who know His name, will put 
their trust in Him.” When the disciples of Christ 
asked him to teach them to pray, as John also taught 
his disciples, he gave them the form of prayer de- 
nominated the Lord’s Prayer. (Luke xi.) 

Every desire of the heart of man, to God, isa 
prayer. To pray for our enemies, is to desire their 
good. But we can never conceive how Christ could 
exhort men to pray for their enemies, unless he 
knew it was the will of God to bless enemies, and to 
do them good. This particular deserves the serious 
consideration of every man making any pretensions 
to Christianity. We cannot admit the gpposition, 
that mankind are required to pray for their enemies, 
merely to express, on their part, a disposition to 
forgive them, when they have the conviction that 
God, to whom they pray, will tormert them for 
ever! The conclusions of mankind generally, rela- 
tive to what God will do, in the final event, are 
an abominable comment on their prayers and pro- 
fessions ! 

The passage we have selected as a motto, autho- 
rises a particular examination, for our profit, of 
some of the modes of expression used in prayer by 
a great majority of the Christian world. How often 
do we hear men, addressing the Throne of Grace, 
ask God to hasten the accomplishment of his pur- 
poses, &c. As much as to say, We are dissatisfied 
with the time you have appointed for the consum- 
mation of your purposes! We request you to fix a 
shorter time,—to alter your original design, and 
bring about, at once, what you have promised, and 





not be so long about it! This, in plain English, is 
the amount of hundreds of thousands of prayers, 
which are offered in Churches, called Christian, 
and the people say, Amen! Do men suppose the 
Deity will hasten the coming of the events promised, 
if they ask it? Can they believe they ask according 
to God’s will, when they ask God to do contrary tu 
his will? Certainly not. What then shall we con- 
clude is the motive? It would be uncharitable, per- 
haps, to suppose that this mode of expression is 
adopted to signify that the party using it is so holy 
as to be impatient of delay, and eager to press for- 
ward and to behold the mysteries of eternity. It 
might also be uncharitable to conjecture that the 
parties are not aware of what they are saying; for 
this would imply, that they do not pray with the 
understanding. Therefore, we must only say, these 
things are. 

There are some, however, who go so far as to 
inform the Deity, that if he dealt with them ac- 
cording to the requirements of justice, they would 
have been in an endless hell, long ago, &c. What 
is the inference? Ans. God is not just: therefore, 
the wicked have escaped fiom the punishment which 
was their legal due. This is accusing the Deity of 
injustice, if the premises are true: and if they are 
false, the prayer is an abomination to God. We 
forbear, and will only suggest to the reader, the pro- 
priety of his being circumspect, and careful to dis- 
tinguish between the prayer that is offered accord- 
ing to God’s will, and the prayer that is according 
to the will of man. 

As the Scriptures are admitted to have some 
weight on all subjects connected with what the world 
calls religion, we request the reader to go to them, 
with us, and to admit their authority. We will 
suppose that a prayer must have some analogy from 
its size, or quantity, with the subject of it. The 
subject of Christ’s Prayer, as recorded by John xvii. 
is as important as the subject of any prayers which 
are offered at the present day. It is no less thana 
prayer for Christ’s disciples, and for the world of 
mankind, in reference to the whole object of his 
mission as Mediator. The language is plain and 
comprehensive. This prayer will bear no kind of 
competition with the elegant prayers of modern 
times. It is an humble petition according to the 
will of God; and its only excellence consists in its 
consistency, sincerity, and truth. It is the petition 
of a beloved Son, to a loving Father. It is a mere 
expression of the desire of the Son, in the common- 
est language ; and the desire of the Son, and will of 
the Father, are in perfect unison. 

The book of the Acts i. 24, 25, contains the 
prayer of the eleven disciples, when they were about 
electing one to supply the deficiency in their num- 
ber, occasioned by the death of Judas. “And they 
prayed, and said, Thou, Lord, which knowest the 
hearts of all, show whether of these two thou hast 
chosen, that he may take part of this ministry and 
apostleship, from which Judas by transgression fell, 
that he might go to his own place.” This was the 
whole of their prayer. They then gave forth their 
lots. All the prayers recorded in the Scriptures, are 
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ef a different complexion from the generality of the 
prayers most approved in the present day. 

We have said, that the nature of prayer is to com- 
mune with God; and the design of it, is to express 
our confidence in Him. But, “How can two walk 
together except they be agreed?” If we commune 
with God, he is wiser than we are, and we must 
agree with Him, and receive His counsel. If we 
have confidence in God, our Father, why should we 
importune Him to do differently from what His 
wisdom has devised ? For our part, in the exercise 
of our faith, we say, with the prophet, “ Guide us 
with thy counsel, and afterward receive us to glory.” 
Of the great events in God’s providence, they are 
to be considered as ordered by infinite wisdom, pow- 
er, and goodness; and that all things will work to- 
gether for good. If man is dissatisfied, the remedy 
is to be found not in changing the purpose and con- 
duct of Deity, but by information of God’s character, 
which will convince man that all is well, and just as 
it should be. When a man has confidence in God, 
he will express it; not so much by words, or long 
verbal prayers, as by an humble acquiescence in the 
dispensations of his providence; and a cheerful re- 
liance upon his promises. His prayer will be, “ Fa- 
ther, thy will be done. Do with and for me, and for 
all the children of men, as shall seem unto thee 
good. For I have perfect confidence in thy wisdom 
to direct—I rely with safety upon thy protecting 
arm, and thy goodness is my hope and consolation.” 
These sentiments from an honest heart, if uttered 
in language however illiterate and ungrammatical, 
are the maximum of prayer. 

—_——-—— 
DEFENCE OF MISSIONARIES. 

A newspaper, entitled “ The Castigator,” printed 
at Ripley, (Ohio) of August Stst, contains a column 
of matter in defence of Missionary projects; but 
ostensibly written in support of the measure which 
awarded the sum of $2,000 per annum to “ Mr, Je- 
remiah Evarts, corresponding Sec. to the Amesican 
Board of Commissioners of Foreign Missions.” 
Tie article is written in a style, and admits facts, 
which must leave an impression in the mind of the 
reader unfavourable to the cause it would suppoit. 
We do not know whether the writer is sincerely de- 
fending his friends, or cunningly exposing their 
duplicity, and money-loving disposition to the 
world ! 

The writer deals in hyperbole, saying of this pa- 
per, that “it masks its enmity to the spreading of 
the Gospel, by assuming the good name of ‘ Gospel 
Herald.’” It is wonderful that mankind can seri- 
ously believe us to be opposed to the “ spreading of 
the Gospel,” when our object is to convince man- 
kind that God, the Saviour, will do the work ; and 
bas “sent His Son the Saviour of the world!” We 
are highly culpable, we presume, for robbing Mis- 
stonary Speculators of the honour, and assigning it 
to God! Missionaries are piously “labouring for 
the salvation of a ruined world.” But tell these 
anxious gentlemen, that “ God has sent his Son the 
Saviour of the world,” that the Son of God will 
finish the work, and certainly save the world, and 





they are wrath in a moment! These “ fractious 
children” of a “perverse generation,” will not be 
pleased. They remind us of a saying of Jesus 
Christ, which shall close this article— 

Luke vii. 31—35. “ Whereunto shall ! liken the 
men of this generation? and to what are they like ? 
They are like unto children sitting im the market- 
place, and calling one to another, and saying, We 
have piped unto you, and ye have not danced; we 
have mourned to you, and ye have not wept. For 
John the Baptist came neither eating bread, nor 
diinking wine; and ye say, He hathadevil. The 
Son of man is come eating and drinking; and ye 
say, Behold, a gluttonous man and a wine-bibber, a 
friend of publicans and sinners. But wisdom is jus- 
tified of all her children.” 


—<=>—- 
From the (Philadelphia) Gazetteer. 
NOTES ON THE SCRIPTURES. 

The word translated punishment in the forty-sixth 
verse of the twenty-fifth chapter of Matthew, is ko- 
lasis, and originally signified amputatio arborum 
lururiantium, the pruning of luxunant trees. In 
process of time it was used figuratively for correc- 
tion or chastisement, and it is to be thus understood 
in the verse we have mentioned. The word from 
which kolasis is derived, and the meaning attached 
to it by the Greeks, clearly determine its sense, and 
prove that it was used to express that infliction by 
which men are made better.—To show that we have 
rightly explained this word, we quote two celebrated 
critics. Grotius says, that the kind of punishment 
which tends to the improvement of the criminal, is 
what the philosophers called among other things, 
kolasis or chastisement. Wyttenbach, who follows 
Grotius, says, that God, in the infliction of suffer- 
ings, has three ends in view: the first of which, is 
the correction of the offender, in order to his future 
amendment. And that the Greeks frequently gave 
to such sufferings the name, kolasis. That the 
scripture writers employed this word in this sense, 
may not only be inferred from its original significa- 
tion, and the usage of the Greeks, but from a con- 
sideration of the passages in which they have used 
it. No believer in endless misery supposes the re- 
probate suffer it in this life; but John implies that 
this punishment (kolasis) is experienced in this life, 
when he says, there is no fear in love; bat perfect 
love casteth out fear; because fear hath torment, 
(kolasis.) As perfect love casts out the fear which 
produces this torment, and as this torment is 
endured in this life, we may fairly conclude this 
punishment is limited. It cannot be replied that it 
is called endless, and that consequently it can have 
no limitation; for if we have shown that kolasis 
means a corrective infliction, it would be the gross- 
est solecism to talk about an endless chastisement. 
The argument for unending suffering therefore de 
rives no support from this word, (kolasis) as it ori 
ginally and metaphorically signified a corrective 
discipline. Tie idea attached to the verse we are 
examining appears to be this; the righteous, or 
those who accept the gospel, shall go into age 
lasting life or enjoyment, and the wicked, or 
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those who reject it, into age-lasting punishment, 





or correction. 
— 
WHAT IS GOD'S JUSTICE? 

We are continually told that God is just. We 
rejoice in this truth. But we are told this, when we 
speak of God’s goodness, of his purpose to destroy 
sin, and to save mankind. This glorious consum- 
mation is denied, because, say they, God is jusi. Is 
justice opposed to the destruction of sin, and the 
salvation of the sioner’ The man who answers this 
in the affirmative, destroys his own hope. It is 
futile to talk of conditions, on the performance of 
which, God can be just in saving man. God’s jus- 
tice is independent of man’s help. Although we 
read that “God is just, and the justifier of him 
that believeth in Jesus,” we read only a confirmation 
of the truth, that a Just God will never justify or 
approve of that unbelief in, and rejection of, his 
Son, which makes the sinner miserable. Therefore, 
he will save all from the sin of unbelief, and then 
the greatest sinner will learn that God’s justice 
eventuates in the good of man. 

We propose to all who contend that God's justice 
will prevent the salvation of man, or consign the 
sinner to endless misery, to define the term justice ; 
first defining the term cruelty. We caution all, not 
to mistake the justice of God, and the cruelty of 
devils, and consider them to be one and the same. 
Strange as it may appear to blind man, the slave to 
a pretended orthodoxy, it is nevertheless an immu- 
table truth, that goodness and justice are as nearly 
allied as love and mercy; and a being cannot be 
good, without being just; nor just, unless he be 
merciful ; nor immutable, except his mercy endu- 
reth for ever. 

—>—— 
GENERAL CONVENTION. 

The Genera convention of Universalists, as- 
sembled at Stratford, (Vt.) September 14, 1824, 
agreeably to adjournment; and were organized as 
follows— 

Chose Br. Enwarp Turner, MopeRator. 

Br. Hosea Batiovu, CLerk, 
Br. SesasTian SvRECTER, Assist. 
Cierk. 

Chose Brs. Hosea Ballou, Robert Bartlett, and 
Sebastian Streeter, a Committee to receive appli- 
cations for letters of fellowship, ordination, &c. 

Several Associations and Societies were received 
into fellowship, among whom are the following: 
The Societies of Universalists in Lempster, and 
Springfield, (N. H.) Waterford (Vt) and the Se- 
eond Society of United Christian Friends, in the 
eity of New-York. 

The Convention adjourned, to meet again, at 
Hartland, (Vt.) on the third Wednesday of Sep- 
tember, 1825. 

—>——- 
CAREY MISSION. 

The Parson C. Marten, of Ohio, has been em- 
ployed in Kentucky, since the first of January, in 
making collections for this mission, located at St. 








flock of 120 sheep, which arrived at Fort Wayne iu 
February; in May, he sent on 212 head of catue: 
he has collected some money, and obtained sub- 
scriptions to a considerable amount; he has also 
sent on 6 boxes of clothing ; and in autumn intends 
to drive on a herd of several hundred swine. The 
whole amount of his collections, from January to 
June, is valued at about 4,000 dollars; and he is 
stull engaged in the benevolent work. It is pleasant 
to see these successful efforts in behalf of Indian 
missions, mangre all opposition. Chris. Repos. 

[* Successful efforts.” The only success to be 
seen, in this case, is in obtaining money and boxes 
of clothing, and in collecting flocks of sheep, droves 
of cattle, and herds of swine. We are told he is 
still engaged in the “ benevolent work.”] 

Phil. Ref. 
—~—>— 
Extract from the Diary of Mr. Sution, Baptist 
Missionary at Moorshedebad, India. 

“ Jan. 8. Several Hindoos were inquiring of me 
to-day how they could forsake sin; for, said they, 
we are all directed by fate, every thing is decreed, 
whether sin or holiness.” 

These Hindoos appear to be quite orthodox—See 
Articles of Faith of the Baptists and Presbyterians. 

Question. “ What are the decrees of God ?” 

Answer given. “The decrees of God are his 
eternal purpose according to the counsel of his own 
will, whereby, for his own glory, he hath fore- 
ordained whatsoever comes to pass.” Ibid. 

—>—_ 
From a late Tennessee Paper. 
SINGULAR ADVERTISEMENT. 

Drs. CROZIER & ANTHONY, inform the 
public, that they will receive the country produce at 
the market price, for their services. They will at- 
tend, gratis, TRAVELLING PREACHERS, 
and DIVINES settled in their neighbourhood with 
their families. 

[This must be quite an accommodation to the 
people, and will no doubt secure the good will of 
travelling preachers and divines, which is a matter 
of some importance in this period of the world.] 1b. 

—>— 
ANOTHER CHALLENGE. 

Mr. M’Calla has challenged Mr. Kneeland to 
another controversy, to which he has assented, on 
condition that Mr. M’Calla’s friends will open one 
of their Meeting Houses, to show that they approve 
of this method of conducting an argument, and to 
reciprocate the favour they enjoyed in the use of his 
church, in the first debate. 

—>—— 
PUBLIC DISCUSSION. 
Subject—1 Cor. xi. 26. 

The “ Society for the Investigation and Establishment of 
Gospe! Truth,”’ will meet, agreeably to adjournment, for 
Discussion, on Monday evening, November Ist, at half-past 
six o'clock, at Tolerton’s Academy, 63 Chrystie-street. 

{7 All Denominations are invited to attend. 
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